the Terror, 1792-94. But even in the 'good' years it was impossible to separate the achievements of the legislature from violence and crowd action. The storming of the Bastille and the burning of chaˆteaux took place near the beginning of the Revolution in 1789. Was it therefore possible to detach the revolution from the violent and assertive actions of the people? In the English-speaking world, the person who had posed this question in its sharpest form was Thomas Carlyle.
Carlyle's French Revolution was arguably the first of a new type of history in which a collective entity, the French People, was conceived as the active protagonist of the historical process. 3 This approach had only been made possible by Carlyle's intimate acquaintance with a tradition of thinking, until the 1820s little known outside Germany -the aesthetic and religious theories of Sturm und Drang and German romanticism.
Back in the 1820s, John Stuart Mill had perceived that the novelty of the revolution required a new sort of history. To understand 'how a people acts', it was necessary to know how its 'civilisation, morals, codes of thought and social relations' were shaped. As he wrote in his review of Sir Walter Scott's Life of Napoleon in 1827, heretofore, when a change of government had been effected by force in an extensive and populous country, the revolution had been made always by and commonly for, a few; the French Revolution was emphatically the work of the people. Commenced by the people, carried on by the people, defended by the people with a heroism and self-devotion unexampled in any other period of modern history, at length terminated by the people when they awoke from the frenzy into which the dogged resistance of the privileged classes against the introduction of any form whatever of representative government had driven them; the French Revolution will never be more than superficially understood, by the man who is but superficially acquainted with the nature and movements of popular enthusiasm. That mighty power, of which, but for the French Revolution, mankind perhaps would never have known the surpassing strength -that force which converts a whole people into heroes, which binds an entire nation together as one man, not merely to overpower all other forces, but draw them into its own line, and convert them into auxiliaries to itself . . . The man who is yet to come, the philosophical historian of the French Revolution . . . will draw his philosophy from the primeval fountain of human nature itself. 4 But promising though these remarks sound, Mill could never have written Carlyle's book. For he was still too wedded to eighteenth-century notions of historical writing in which the aim was to abstract, to stand as far as possible away from the drama and to draw lessons in the calm of reflection. This was certainly the approach adopted by the major British academic authority on the Revolution from the 1810s to the 1840s, William Smyth, Regius
Professor of History at Cambridge and Whig prote´ge´of Holland House. Like Voltaire, Smyth considered that the historian should so far as possible sift out details, ephemera and peculiar events from his consideration of the past. Such a position had also been enjoined upon him by one of his patrons, Sir James Mackintosh, the erstwhile defender of the French Revolution and admired Whig theorist. It was an approach which had already been successfully employed by Madame de Stae¨l in her widely read Considerations on the French Revolution.
5 Congratulating Smyth upon his appointment in 1808, Mackintosh urged him to produce a 'universal history':
. . . all occurrences of local and temporary importance are excluded; all events, merely extraordinary or interesting, which leave no permanent effects, can only be mentioned as they illustrate the spirit of the times. Nothing becomes the subject of universal history, but those events, which alter the relations of the members of the European community, or its general condition, in wealth, civilization and knowledge. The details of national history no more belong to this subject than the peculiarities of English biography to the history of England. 6 For Smyth, the French Revolution was a failed attempt to imitate England in 1688. It was besmirched by crime and folly in each of its stages. 7 Its most terrifying aspect was its theory. It was an object lesson of the folly of attempting to apply the doctrines of utility and perfectibility. 8 These beliefs had led to an inhuman moral code, which had produced the Terror, and to the false idea that good could come through evil. Tory historians like Alison and Croker did not basically depart from this approach except to offer slightly differing sets of concluding maxims.
As Hevda Ben Israel has argued, the use of Burke to elaborate a romantic conception of history, to construct an organic history of the national past, was a phenomenon more of the European mainland than of England itself. 9 In England, admiration for Burke was generally tempered by moderate liberalism or an ongoing Whiggism. No one endorsed Burke's roseate description of the Ancien Re´gime. The prevalent view -by the 1820s shared also by many Tories -was that Burke had exaggerated the evils of the Revolution and had temporarily lost his judgement. Even supposed romantics, like Madame de Stae¨l in her Considerations on the French Revolution or Sir Walter Scott who attempted to follow Southey's Life of Nelson with a Life of Napoleon, remained wholly rationalist in their approach to historical analysis, and moderate liberal in their historical interpretation.
Carlyle's French Revolution, therefore, could only have been written by someone drawing upon a cultural position quite distinct from anything to be found in Britain at the time. Carlyle's insistent analogy between history and poetry originated in Herder, though the sense of ominous tragedy, which he brought to it, did not. Carlyle believed that history was 'the sole Poetry possible' in the disbelieving modern world, that the grandest of fictions faded before 'the smallest historical fact', that history was 'an inarticulate Bible; and in a dim manner reveals the Divine Appearances in this lower world. For God did make this world, and does forever govern it; the loud-roaring Loom of Time, with all its French Revolutions, Jewish Revelations, ''weaves the vesture thou seest him by'' '. 10 The historian was the successor to the epic poet; that was why Carlyle prepared for his writing of French Revolution by reading the Iliad, Dante and Milton and why, like the ancient bards and Hebrew prophets, he composed his history in a semi-trance. 11 It was this belief that history was a form of bardic poetry and thus a narrative of 'facts, facts, no theory' without the distance that made possible reflection or abstraction, that made Carlyle's history so novel and powerful. 12 Carlyle may have learnt certain of his techniques of identification, of dramatization and of the sympathetic portrayal of character from Scott's novels, but his idea of history as divine Revelation and of the historian's task as diviner and seer could not have originated in a country where the Lockean approach to the origin of ideas was still the order of the day. 13 Carlyle's major preoccupation was with spiritual crisis, with the terrors of the loss of faith and with the urgency of its recovery. This was a central feature of all Carlyle's major texts -not just Sartor Resartus, but The French Revolution, Chartism and Past and Present as well. The trauma of despair and rebirth, which Carlyle associated with his experience in Leith Walk around 1821 or 1822, remained the defining imaginative experience of his life.
14 Thereafter, he compulsively repainted that experience or the differing fragments from it on larger and larger canvasses until it engulfed the central event of modern history, the French Revolution, which he tried to describe as an eye witness to the Apocalypse. 15 It also coloured his vision of the still uncertain future of his own society, hollow in faith and, in the 1830s and 1840s, sunk in mammonism and do-nothingism. Just as he demonstrated extraordinary inventiveness in populating his histories and fictions with different emanations of himself with whom he could conduct dialogueTeufeldro¨ckh and his editor, Sauerteig, Dryasdust, Hofrath Heuschrecke and others -so, long before Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, the Darwinian thought-experiment of Robert Louis Stephenson, Carlyle was able to draw upon his own chthonic depths and his acute sense of the uncertain boundary between human and animal to populate his epic and warning tale of revolution.
How fragile and precarious Civilization was! Carlyle's personal nightmare of loss of faith described in Sartor became the waking nightmare of a whole faithless people in The French Revolution. The point of Teufeldro¨ckh's clothes philosophy, the moral of Sartor, is reiterated at the beginning of his history: 'Of man's whole terrestrial possessions and attainments, unspeakably the noblest are his Symbols, divine or divine-seeming; under which he marches and fights, with victorious assurance, in this life battle; what we can call his Realised Ideals'. Thus 'strong was he that had a church', 'the vague shoreless universe had become a firm city for him, and dwelling which he knew. Such Virtue was in Belief: in these words well spoken: I believe'. 16 Similarly, the ancient monarchy was 'a symbol of true guidance in return for loving obedience; properly if he knew it the prime want of man. A symbol which might be called sacred'. 17 But this faith had been desecrated and lost. Under Louis XV, 'Louis the wellbeloved', the response to petitions of grievance had been the erection of a gallows, forty foot high. Now 'twenty five dark savage millions' looked up 'to that ecce signum of theirs forty foot high'. 18 It was the tarnishing and fading of these symbols of faith in France through the frivolous and irresponsible pleasures of the court and the idle aristocracy that made the Revolution possible.
The appearance of 'philosophism' -Carlyle means the epoch of the Philosophes -was a sign that 'faith is gone out; scepticism is come in','that a Lie cannot be believed' . . . 'Philosophism knows only this'. 19 Now into 'the Paper Age', the last years before the Revolution, the French had become 'an unbelieving people'. 20 The state survived so long as no attempt was made to reform it. 'It is singular', Carlyle observed, 'how long the rotten will hold together, provided you do not handle it roughly . . . so loath are men to quit their old ways'. But to attempt change in these circumstances was fatal. 'Our whole being is, an infinite abyss, overarched by Habit, as by a thin Earth-Rind, laboriously built together.' And as if to emphasize the interconnection between the personal and the historical, it is Teufeldro¨ckh from Sartor, 'our Author', whom Carlyle allows to address the reader at this crucial stage of the narrative.
Let but, by ill chance, in such ever-enduring struggle, your thin 'Earth-rind' be once broken. The fountains of the great deep boil forth; fire fountains, enveloping, ingulfing. Your earth-rind is shattered, swallowed up; instead of a green flowery world there is a waste wildweltering chaos; -which has again, with tumult and struggle, to make itself into a world. 21 Finally Carlyle in The French Revolution evokes a peculiarly gruesome and disturbing vision of revolution as a war between rich and poor born out of the loss of faith and habit. It was disturbing because unlike Disraeli's picture of 'the two nations', whose ancient feud could notionally be removed by the marriage between Sybil and Egremont, Carlyle's picture was drawn from a notion of the conflicting forces which reside within the self. The primitive, the instinctual, the murderous is not reassuringly projected on to another class or race, but remains in a state of suppressed but eversmouldering rebellion within each individual self. The vision of revolution found in the book is inspired by the uprising of the Titans against the Olympians, by Lucifer's rebellion or by a picture of primeval Holocaust. It is, as Philip Rosenberg has suggested, nearer to Totem and Taboo than the Communist Manifesto. 22 For 'every man', Carlyle believed -and he had already made the point in Sartor -'holds confined within him a madman' and with the breakdown of order following the fall of the Bastille, the madman escapes. Foulon, who had once advised the Parisian people to eat grass, is discovered in Paris. The crowd forthwith hurry him to the lanterne at the corner of the Place de la Gre`ve and, having hanged him, put his head on a pike and stuff his mouth with grass. 23 Dickens was particularly impressed by this passage and devotes a whole chapter to the Foulon episode in A Tale of Two Cities. 24 Carlyle wrote of it, 'surely if revenge is a kind of justice, it is a wild kind. O mad Sansculottism, hast thou risen, in thy mad darkness, in thy soot and rags; unexpectedly, like an Enceladus, living buried, from under his Trinacria? They that would make grass be eaten do now eat grass in this manner? After long dumb groaning generations, has the turn suddenly become thine?' 25 Carlyle wasted few pages on the constitution-making of successive assemblies. For him the revolution was 'Sansculottism', the open violent rebellion, and victory of disimprisoned anarchy against corrupt worn-out authority: how anarchy breaks prison; bursts up from the infinite deep, and rages uncontrollable, immeasurable, enveloping a world; in phasis after phasis of fever-frenzy -till the frenzy burning itself out, and what elements of new order it held (since all force holds such) developing themselves, the Uncontrollable be got, if not reimprisoned, yet harnessed, and its mad forces made to work towards their object as sane regulated ones.
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Sansculottism rises mysteriously and terrifyingly from the deep.
When the age of miracles lay faded into the distance as an incredible tradition, and even the age of conventionalities was now old; and Man's existence had for long generations rested on mere formulas which were grown hollow by force of time; and it seemed as if no Reality any longer existed but only Phantasms of Realities and God's Universe were the work of the Tailor and the Upholsterer mainly, and men were buckram masks that went about becking and grimacing there, -on a sudden, the Earth yawns asunder, and amid Tartarean smoke, and glare of fierce brightness, rises SANSCULOTTISM, many headed, firebreathing, and asks: What think ye of me? . . . 'The Age of Miracles has come back. Behold the World Phoenix . . . It is the Death-Birth of a World.'
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Those who have written about Carlyle and 'The Condition of England Question' focusing especially upon Chartism and Past and Present rarely connect these writings with his French Revolution and even less with the German inspiration of his thought. More specifically historians have failed to notice how much of the impact made by Carlyle's Chartism or Past and Present was the result of the continuity of themes and concerns carried forward from his work on France. Yet for readers in the 1830s and '40s, the scenario sketched in Carlyle's contemporary pamphlets looked alarmingly similar to his description of the build-up towards revolution in 1789.
In Chartism Carlyle observed that, 'revolt, sullen revengeful humour of revolt against the upper classes, decreasing respect for what their temporal superior command, decreasing faith for what their spiritual superiors teach, is more and more the universal spirit of the lower classes'. 28 Furthermore, he ominously reminded his readers of signs of the motif of class revenge, which had driven forward uprisings in the past and ultimately produced the Terror in France. He referred to the case of the Glasgow cotton spinners who allegedly had sentenced and executed a strike breaker. 'Glasgow Thuggery speaks aloud too, in a language we may well call infernal . . . like your old Chivalry Femgericht, Secret Tribunal . . . suddenly rising once more on the astonished eye, dressed now not in mail shirts, but in fustian jackets'. 29 And once again he referred back to the personal nightmare of Sartor: 'If men had lost their belief in a God, their only resource against a blind no-God, of necessity and mechanism, that held them like a hideous World-SteamEngine, like a hideous Phalaris Bull, imprisoned in its own iron belly, would be, with or without hope, revolt'.
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This situation might be dangerously near. For Britain in the 1840s was 'the heyday of semblance', even religion was becoming mechanized. 'Depend upon it, Birmingham can make machines to repeat liturgies and articles; to do whatsoever feat is mechanical.' So was 'God, as Jean Paul [Richter] predicted it would be, become verily a force; the Aether too, a gas. Alas that Atheism should have got the length of putting on priests' vestments and penetrating into the sanctuary itself'. 31 In France, the foolish Girondins had called up the whirlwind by urging the revolution on in its early years. Perhaps a similar fate awaited the Parliamentary Radicals. 'The speaking classes speak and debate, each for itself; the great dumb deepburied class lies like an Enceladus, who in his pain, if he will complain of it, has to produce earthquakes.' 32 With a grim delight, Carlyle wrote of the Terror in The French Revolution, 'it was not the Dumb Millions that suffered here; it was the speaking thousands, and hundreds and units; who shrieked and published, and made the world ring with their wail'. 33 If English historians have not generally understood how important Carlyle's French Revolution was in fuelling a literature of social fear in the 1830s and 1840s, they have been even less aware how important was Carlyle's German proto-romantic inheritance in shaping the peculiar definition which he gave to the social question and its resolution. Three aspects of his approach should be briefly mentioned: his definition of the social realm and its attendant down-grading of the political, secondly, his conception of religion or faith as the binding force of society, and finally the role which he assigned to 'the people', the 'sans-culottes' or the 'working classes' in his providential conception of history.
On the first point, no commentator could miss Carlyle's hostility to democracy. 34 What has attracted less attention has been the subordinate and in some sense degraded position he assigned to the political as such. In Past and Present, he despised political reform as a mere tinkering with machinery. Fundamentally, his distrust was similar to that of Hamann or Herder and related to the vanity of the pretensions of reason when it aspired to legislate in abstraction from any social embodiment. 35 Hamann had protested against Kant that reason could not be 'pure', that is, it could not claim any right to existence as a disembodied entity. In Carlyle, this scepticism appeared clearly in a definition of what would later be called ideology. 'Man's philosophies are usually the supplement of his practice; some ornamental logic varnish, some outer skin of articulate intelligence with which he strives to render his dumb instinctive doings presentable when they are done.' 36 The 'true law code and constitution of society' was unwritten and rested upon 'its system of habits' . . . 'the only Code, though an Unwritten one, which it can no wise disobey'. 37 Man's 'civilisation' was only a 'wrappage, through which the savage nature of him can still burst, as infernal as ever'. 38 Moreover, unlike Coleridge, Carlyle attributed no divinity or eternity to the state and its political symbols. Symbols were formed by 'sacred combinations of men' in society, but like all human creations, lost their force in time. 39 Thus, as Catherine Gallagher has shown, unlike Coleridge, Carlyle was able to treat political symbols as targets for irony -like the 'champion of England' in Past and Present almost too fat to mount his horse at the coronation.
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What Carlyle pitted against Benthamite or mechanical conceptions of society was Herder's idea of culture. Society was a living tissue, an organism, held together by what Sartor describes as the 'organic filaments' -language and custom, the living landscape, dress, climate, a shared past. 41 Man is spirit, he wears clothes, this is a visible emblem of the bonds that tie him to other men. It was 'in society that man first feels what he is; first becomes what he can be'. This is why Carlyle was so alarmed by the fear that in the England of his time, persons were held together by nothing except 'the cash nexus'. Better, as he asserted in Past and Present, the intimate feudal interdependencies of 'Garth and Cedric' 'related indissolubly' than the vaunted empty liberty of the present age in which the continued reality of interdependence only resurfaced in the ravages of contagion. 42 In a muchrepeated example in Past and Present, Carlyle cited the case of the Irish widow who killed seventeen of her neighbours with typhus, because help had been refused to her at the proper time. 43 This was the inspiration behind Dickens's use of smallpox as the tie which binds together Lady Deadlock, Esther Summerson and Joe the crossing-sweeper in Bleak House. The thinning out of interconnection between individuals under the impact of mammonism lessened the capacity of society to produce symbols and the loss of symbols was tantamount to a loss of humanity. 44 The decay of symbols had produced a descent into animality, that condition in which trousers had allegedly been made out of the skin of the victims of the guillotine at the tannery at Meudon and, in which in the unemployed England of 1842, a poor couple in Stockport had began to kill their children, not only to claim death insurance, but also to eat them! 45 The second aspect of Carlyle's approach, the conviction that a society not held together by religious belief would dissolve and fall apart, came from France rather than Germany. In 1830 Carlyle had translated Saint Simon's Nouveau Christianisme. He was tempted by the St Simonians; some of their beliefs resembled his own. But he was finally warned off by Goethe from having further contact with them. 46 Many of the religious convictions of the St Simonians had been taken from the so-called 'Theocrats', the main philosophical proponents of the French counter-revolution, de Maistre, and especially Bonald, whose main contention was that without religion, society would dissolve, as the history of the French Revolution had supposedly proved. 47 Unlike De Maistre, Bonald or Chateaubriand, however, the Saint Simonians did not believe that social cohesion could be secured by the return of medieval Catholicism. Their search was for a new version of a pouvoir spirituel capable of taking the place of the Catholic Church. Hence 'the Religion of Saint Simon'. 48 Carlyle was not sympathetic to the details of this creed. Indeed within a few years the St Simonians had made themselves the laughing-stock of Europe with their call for the 'rehabilitation of the flesh' and their search for the female messiah. What Carlyle shared with the St Simonians was their diagnosis of religious need and the search for a new source of pouvoir spirituel. In Carlyle's case, this took the form of 'hero worship' or 'the gospel of work'. In Chartism he referred to the destruction of the church by the Revolution:
that one whole generation of thinkers should be without a religion to believe, or even to contradict; that Christianity in thinking France, should as it were fade away so long into a remote extraneous tradition, was one of the saddest facts connected with the future of that country. Look at such political and moral philosophies, St Simonisms, Robert Macairisms and the 'literature of desperation'. Kingship was perhaps but a cheap waste compared with this of the priestship. 49 The third important point about Carlyle's German inheritance was the way in which it shaped the role he assigned to the sansculottes, the people, the working classes, both in the past and in the present. Here what is especially noticeable is that while the main protagonists of Carlyle's social and historical dramas make sounds and create a noise, they do not speak. Carlyle describes the French people whose grievances were met by Louis XV's gallows as, 'a dumb generation; their voice only an inarticulate cry'. 50 By the time Carlyle gets to the Assembly of Notables, the people were ceasing to be dumb, but had not quite achieved true utterance. The people 'speaks through pamphlets, or at least bays and growls behind them, in unison -increasing wonderfully their volume of sound'. 51 At the siege of the Bastille, once again the people achieves sound, maybe even speech, but not thought: 'Great is the combined voice of men; the utterance of their instincts, which are truer than their thoughts'. 52 In fact, although at certain points in the narrative the people appear to be on the point of breaking into articulate speech, they never actually do so.
In the case of the English working classes, the inarticulacy becomes threatening and deafening. Carlyle first introduces them in Chartism by bemoaning a lack of understanding among the upper classes, 'what it is that the under-classes intrinsically mean; a clear interpretation of the thought which at heart torments these wild inarticulate souls, struggling there with inarticulate uproar, like dumb creatures in pain, unable to speak what is in them. Something they do mean; some true thing withal, in the centre of their confused hearts -for they are hearts created by heaven too'. 53 As for the supposed demands of the Chartists, the demands of the Charter, Carlyle comments: 'what is the meaning of the five points, if we will understand them? What are all popular commotions and maddest bellowings, from Peterloo to the Place de la Gre`ve itself? Bellowings, inarticulate cries as of a dumb creature in rage and pain'. But Carlyle goes on, 'to the ear of wisdom they are inarticulate prayers: Guide me; Govern me. I am mad and miserable and cannot guide myself'. 54 It was not simply the under-classes, who could not speak their meaningwho could only act it. It was also the English, who were praised as a dumb race. 'Not the least admirable quality of Bull is . . . of remaining insensible to logic.' Long after the logical argument is settled, for instance the repeal of the Corn Laws, 'Bull will see whether nothing else illogical, not yet spoken, not yet able to be spoken, do not lie in the business, as there so often does.' 55 At a more metaphysical level, this emphasis upon silence and inarticulacy touched the core of Carlyle's vision of history and reality. 'The cloudybrowed thick-soled opaque Practicality, with no logic utterance, in silence mainly, with here and there a low grunt or growl, has in him what transcends all logic-utterance: a congruity with the unuttered.' On the other hand, 'the Speakable, which lies atop, as a superficial film, or outer skin, is his or is not his; but the Doable which reaches down to the world's centre, you find him there'. 56 Or, as he stated elsewhere, 'Speech is time, Silence is eternity'. 57 Speech related to the visible universe. But the poet, 'the seer penetrates the visible universe to reach the invisible, but truly real universe, of which the visible is indeed the garment or symbol '. 58 It is at this point -that of the silence or inarticulacy of the people, the English, the oppressed, the working classes -that the affinity between German proto-romanticism and the subsequent marxian tradition appears at its clearest. In 1844 the young Friedrich Engels wrote an enthusiastic review of Carlyle's Past and Present for Deutsch-Franzo¨siche Jahrbu¨cher, edited in Paris by Karl Marx and Arnold Ruge. Carlyle's book, according to Engels, was the only work in England to show 'traces of a human point of view'. Discounting a few phrases which 'derived from Carlyle's particular standpoint, we must allow the truth of all he says'. Engels agreed that the evils from which England suffered, were social not political and that democracy would only be a 'transitional stage', whether, as Carlyle thought, on the way to true aristocracy, or as Engels thought, to 'real human freedom'. 59 Engels also agreed with Carlyle about the religious roots of the social crisis. 'We too are concerned with combating the lack of principle, the inner emptiness, the spiritual deadness, the untruthfulness of the age . . . We want to put an end to atheism, as Carlyle portrays it, by giving back to man the substance he has lost through religion.' 60 Finally, Engels agreed with Carlyle about 'the revelation of history'. Carlyle's position represented the first step towards the position of Marx and Ruge's journal. The disagreement, as Engels saw it, was between Carlyle's 'pantheism', which Engels likened to that of Strauss or the early Schelling, and Feuerbachian humanism, the position espoused at that moment by Engels and Marx. 61 This review of Past and Present was followed a year and a half later by Engels's celebrated account of The Condition of the Working-Class in England. In that book, the basic stance remained that of Feuerbachian communism, but now conceived as the outcome of a revolution, 'in comparison with which the French Revolution and the year 1794 will prove to have been child's play'. 62 The text resonates with Carlylean references. Engels was impressed not merely by Carlyle's denunciation of a society in which all forms of connection have been reduced to that of 'the cash nexus'. Like others among Carlyle's admirers in the 1840s and 1850s, Engels was fascinated by Carlyle's highlighting of violence as the primitive vehicle of the struggle between what he called the 'upper' and 'under' classes or what Engels called the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. Thus crime, whether against person or property, was the first stage of the existential choice between enslaved animality and rebellion as the expression of humanity. Similarly, Engels -and Marx after him -eagerly adopted Carlyle's analogy between the violent justice allegedly meted out to blacklegs by the Glasgow cotton spinners and the vengeance once wreaked upon high-living miscreants by the old Femgericht of medieval Germany. 63 The clearest indication that Marx owed something of his conception of the role and activity of the proletariat to Carlyle came in a speech he gave on the anniversary of The People's Paper in April 1856. After speaking of the 'heroic struggles' the English working class had gone through since the middle of the eighteenth century, he went on: 'to revenge the misdeeds of the ruling class, there existed in the middle ages in Germany, a secret tribunal, called ''the Vehmgericht'' [sic]. If a red cross was seen marked on a house, people knew that its owner was doomed by the Vehm. All the houses of Europe are now marked with the mysterious red cross. History is the judgeits executioners the proletariat'. 64 Carlyle had changed the representation of the working classes. They were henceforth no longer just the volatile city crowd, the playthings of demagogy, the reincarnation of the Roman mob or the oppressed and childlike equivalents of West Indian slaves. They had been made into the powerful sphinx-like symbol of the age. In place of the passive, dependent and predominantly feminine image of pauper apprentices, indentured children and white slaves, Carlyle substituted a more sullen, angry and threatening picture, centred upon the resentments, confusion and choleric temper of grown men. The looming and swelling presence of the working classes now portended something -a warning to the governors of the need to rule, a still barely moving yet faintly stirring Enceladus, who might suddenly arise from the fiery deep, as he already had in France, toppling the flimsy superstructures of Anglo-Saxon civilization in his wake. The novelists strove to weave tragedies, romances, melodramas and sentimental fiction from Carlyle's warning tale. They faithfully reproduced his primal obsession with violence, his contempt for formal politics and even his tartarean metaphors. 65 But the greatest affinity between the Marxian position and that of Carlyle is suggested not by a presence, but an absence. In Engels's Condition as later in Capital or Marx's political writings, despite the wealth of descriptive detail about the condition of the proletarians in town and country and about the history of the emergence of the proletarian class, no proletarian was offered a speaking part. As in Carlyle, so here speech was only a masquerade. What mattered was action. As Goethe -a hero both for Carlyle and for Marx and Engels -had stated, 'Erst war der Tat (first came the deed). Marx and Engels had written only a few months before, 'it is not a question of what this or that proletarian, or even the whole proletariat, at the moment regards as its aim. It is a question of what the proletariat is and what in accordance with this being, it will historically be compelled to do'. 66 It was the idea of a dissonance between speech and action, between subjective intention and objective effect, which inspired Marx's scattered judgements of the Terror in 1844. If there was tragedy in the Terror, its source was not the sufferings of the victims or the arbitrary justice which accompanied the process, or even the excess of violence, but a misrecognition on the part of the main participants -the Jacobins and the 'Sansculottes' -of the task which history had assigned to them. The period of the Convention represented 'the maximum of political energy, political power and political understanding'. Yet 'Robespierre, Saint-Just and their party fell because they confused the ancient realistic-democratic commonweal based on real slavery with the modern spiritualistic-democratic representative state, which is based on emancipated slavery, bourgeois society.' Their 'terrible illusion' was to have sanctioned in the rights of man 'modern bourgeois society, the society of industry, of universal competition, of private interest freely pursuing its aims, of anarchy, of self-estranged natural and spiritual individuality', and at the same time to have attempted afterwards 'to annul the manifestations of the life of this society' in 'the manner of antiquity'. 67 Or, as he explained in 'On The Jewish Question', 'at times of special self-confidence, political life seeks to suppress its prerequisite, civil society and the elements composing this society, and to constitute itself as the real species-life of man devoid of contradictions. But it can achieve this only by coming into violent contradiction with its own conditions of life.' And so, just as war ends in peace, 'the political drama necessarily ends with the re-establishment of religion, private property, and all elements of civil society'. 68 In the case of 'the mass', the Sansculottes, their misrecognition resulted not from anachronism, but from the fact that their 'real conditions of emancipation' were different from those of the bourgeoisie. This meant that if 'the material conditions' for 'the abolition of the bourgeois mode of production' did not yet exist, proletarian overthrow of the rule of the bourgeoisie could only be temporary: in fact, 'only an element in the service of the bourgeois revolution itself'. A few years later in a polemic against the German radical, Karl Heinzen, Marx wrote of 1794, 'the terror in France could thus by its mighty hammer blows only serve to spirit away, as it were, the ruins of feudalism from French soil. The timidly considerate bourgeoisie would not have accomplished this task in decades'. 69 In The German Ideology (1845-7), Feuerbach was repudiated and the theme of political alienation receded. The pathos attaching to Marx's original explanation of the Terror disappeared alongside his earlier notion of democracy sketched out in his critique of Hegel's theory of the modern state in 1843. There was no longer any reference to the juxtaposition between the realities of bourgeois civil society and the doomed Jacobin attempt by force to constitute 'the real species life of man devoid of contradiction'. All that remained -memorably spelled in the opening pages of Marx's 1852 Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte -was a notion of the necessary false consciousness, which had accompanied the great bourgeois revolutions of the past. 'Just when they seem engaged in revolutionizing themselves and things, in creating something that has never yet existed, precisely in such periods of revolutionary crisis they anxiously conjure up the spirits of the past to their service and borrow from them names, battle cries and costumes in order to present the new scene of world history in this time honoured disguise and this borrowed language'. The leaders of the French Revolution 'performed the task of their time in Roman costume and with Roman phrases, the task of unchaining and setting up modern bourgeois society'. Once 'the new social formation' was established, 'the antediluvian Colossi disappeared and with them resurrected Romanity'. In its place there appeared 'bourgeois society in its sober reality'. 'Its real commanders sat behind the counter, and the hog-headed Louis XVIII was its political chief.' 70 Brilliant though this invective is, the once substantive contrast between human emancipation and material reality had disappeared. The point of contrast was now with 'the social revolution of the nineteenth century' 'which cannot draw its poetry from the past, but only from the future' and would not require 'recollections of past world history in order to dull themselves to their own content'. 71 What Marxism took over from German proto-romanticism was a pronounced scepticism about the role of subjective reason and individual intention in history. The rationality of history inhered, not in the individual agents who composed it, but in the process as a whole. For Carlyle, history possessed a redemptive and purgative function because it was made into a manifestation of divine justice. For Marxism, history possessed a teleological goal, unconsciously powered by a class struggle, which hastened the onward march of the forces of production. In Carlyle, a ruling class is doomed once it loses faith, in Marx and Engels once it loses the ability to forward the productive forces. 72 In both cases, these were processes which took place behind the backs of historical agents. They were only decipherable by the seer or the philosopher. History itself, as Hegel once claimed, advanced through its bad side -through wars and destruction, through violence and unreasoning passions, through the obscure and subterranean movements of aversion and desire. If, therefore, there was a relationship between individual activity and the movement of history, speech or rational discourse was not its medium.
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Something very similar to the Vehmgericht theme appears in Dickens's A Tale of Two Cities as a crucial element in the hitherto hidden narrative of Doctor Manette explaining the origins of his incarceration in the Bastille. The Doctor had been called to attend a dying peasant girl, raped by one of the aristocratic Evre´monde brothers. The brother of the violated girl had been fatally wounded when he had attempted to avenge his sister: 'Marquis', said the boy, turned to him with his eyes opened wide, and his right hand raised, 'in the days when all these things are to be answered for, I summon you and yours, to the last of your bad race, to answer for them. I mark this cross of blood upon you, as a sign that I do it'. And after similarly cursing the other brother, Doctor Manette's account continued: 'Twice, he put his hand to the wound in his breast, and with his forefinger drew a cross in the air. He stood for an instant with the finger yet raised, and, as it dropped, he dropped with it, and I laid him down dead'. 73 Madame Defarge, the later leader of the revolutionary women of Saint Antoine, was this boy's younger sister.
Dickens was a fervent admirer of Carlyle's French Revolution, and used it as the basis of his historical narrative. His hope was to 'add something to the popular and picturesque means of understanding that terrible time', but he added, 'no one can hope to add anything to the philosophy of Mr Carlyle's wonderful book ' . 74 Yet although many episodes in the book draw upon Carlyle for the sequence of events and for much of the local detail in particular scenes, Dickens's debt to Carlyle was shallower than might at first appear.
From the time of Humphrey House's The Dickens World (1941), there is still a lingering tendency to consider Dickens politically naive and historically 'vague'. Such accusations -particularly in relation to A Tale of Two Cities -are ill founded. There was nothing 'vague' about the efforts Dickens made to align his fictional narrative with the historical course of the Revolution. 75 Furthermore, his treatment of revolutionary violence, despite some superficial resemblances, was not at all akin to that of Carlyle. In Carlyle, 'Sansculottism' or the terrifyingly awakened Enceladus is summoned up from the deep by the Ancien Re´gime's loss of faith and therefore of its will to rule or lead. In Carlyle, the violence is purgative and all consuming -like the lava from a huge volcano, enveloping, destroying and cleansing all in its path. The people, so long deserted by their rulers, are the bearers of this violence, the agents appointed by history to cleanse and punish. But the people are never given individual stories to tell or indeed, as I mentioned earlier, the power of articulate speech.
In A Tale of Two Cities, on the other hand, the fall of the Ancien Re´gime is the result of a neglected and pitifully meagre agriculture, for which Dickens had turned to the account of Arthur Young, the arrogance and cruelty of the aristocratic ruling order and the unwillingness of the Ancien Re´gime to reform. It was a regime enveloped in 'the leprosy of unreality'.
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In the poverty-stricken district of Saint Antoine, 'cold, dirt, sickness, ignorance and want, were the lords in waiting on the saintly presence'. Hunger was palpable. 'The children had ancient faces and grave voices.' Hunger in turn generated a smouldering rage. 'In the hunted air of the people there was yet some wild-beast thought of the possibility of turning at bay. Depressed and slinking though they were, eyes of fire were not wanting among them; nor compressed lips, white with what they suppressed.' 77 Far from 'vague', Dickens's evocation of the life of the rural and urban poor in the last decades of the Ancien Re´gime, and his eye for significant detail, were at least as sharp as that of the best twentieth-century social historians. His historical account makes it entirely credible that, when the opportunity finally arose, and the Bastille was besieged, the regime found itself at the mercy of a 'remorseless sea of turbulently swaying shapes, voices of vengeance, and faces hardened in the furnaces of suffering until the touch of pity could make no mark on them'. 78 But it was not solely poverty that fuelled their anger. Something even stronger also drove their hatred: their abuse, the gross iniquities of unequal laws and uncontrolled punishment, being treated with contempt, being socially excluded and sexually abused. When Evre´monde's coach runs over a child, the irritated marquis frets at the noise made by the dying child. He tosses a coin into the crowd. But the reaction is silence and the coin is tossed back. The marquis in turn is later murdered by the child's father, who is then made subject to a barbarous form of punishment reminiscent of that meted out to Damiens in the 1750s. The Defarges and the habitue´s of the wine shop in Saint Antoine await their chance. Revolutionary violence is not indiscriminate. The violence of the Bastille crowd led by Madame Defarge, like 'The Vengeance' directed at Foulon and de Launay, is not indiscriminate. It is retribution for their past abuse of the people of Paris. Conversely, when the revolutionary Tribunal in its first hearing of the case against Charles Darnay hear the testimony of Doctor Manette, they set him free. However terrifying the trial, this was not a kangaroo court. Madame Defarge forces the renewal of the case. But even she, sometimes thought to contain echoes of Lady Macbeth in her delineation, had adequate reasons for her hatred. As she says to Darnay's wife, Lucie, ' ''Is it likely that the trouble of one wife and mother would be much to us now?'' She resumed her knitting and went out'; and, as Dickens explains, 'It was nothing to her, that an innocent man was to die for the sins of his forefathers; she saw, not him, but them'. 79 But even when the excesses of the crowds could not be condoned or ignored, as they could not at the time of the September Massacres, 80 they were made rationally explicable. War -the imminent danger of the invasion of Paris by the army of the Duke of Brunswick in the autumn of 1792 -created universal suspicion. 81 'In the universal fear and distrust that darkened the time, all the usual harmless ways of life were changed.' 'What private solicitude could rear itself against the deluge of the Year One of Liberty?' The hearts of prisoners failed them, when they heard 'the thronging feet'. 'For the footsteps had become to their minds as the footsteps of a people, tumultuous under a red flag with their country declared in danger, changed into wild beasts, by terrible enchantment long persisted in.' 82 Compare Mary Wollstonecraft's approach to the same incidents in her 1794 history of the Revolution. 'When justice or the law is so partial, the day of retribution will come with the red sky of vengeance, to confound the innocent with the guilty. The mob were barbarous beyond the tiger's cruelty: for how could they trust a court that had so often deceived them, or expect to see its agents punished?' Dickens's language for the description of the crowds and the violence of the French Revolution was not that of Burke and Carlyle, or later of Taine, but of the radicals of the 1790s, Paine and Wollstonecraft, or advanced Whigs like Fox and Mackintosh; or indeed Arthur Young, who in 1792 wrote of the Revolution:
it is impossible to justify the people on their taking up arms . . . But is it really the people to whom we are to impute the whole; or to their oppressors who had kept them so long in a state of bondage? He who chooses to be served by slaves, must know that he holds both his property and life by tenure far different from those who prefer the service of well-treated freemen, and he who dines to the music of groaning sufferers must not, in a moment of insurrection, complain that his daughters are ravished, and then destroyed, and his sons' throats are cut. When such evils happen, they are surely more imputable to the tyranny of the master, than to the cruelty of the servant. 83 The political difference between Dickens and Carlyle did not consist solely in their different readings of the past. It very directly concerned their reading of their own epoch. When revolution broke out once again in Europe in 1848, Carlyle wrote: 'everywhere immeasurable Democracy rose monstrous, loud, blatant, inarticulate as the voice of Chaos'. 84 Compare that with Dickens writing from Paris to his friend John Foster on 29 February 1848: 'Mon ami, je trouve que j'aime tant la Re´publique, qu'il me faut renoncer ma langue et e´crire seulement le langage de la Re´publique de Francelangage des dieux et des Anges -langage, en un mot, des Franc¸ais'. 85 There is also yet another tenacious myth about the period in which Dickens was writing, which has led commentators to discount the seriousness of Dickens's politics. That is that the 1850s was 'an age of equipoise', and therefore that in A Tale of Two Cities a 'soothing distance' separated the novelist from his subject. This was certainly not how Dickens experienced that decade. Like other Whigs and Radicals, he was appalled by the 'iron tyranny' brought about by the 1851 coup d'e´tat in which 'the coldblooded scoundrel' Louis Napoleon declared himself Emperor of France. 86 Such a usurper with such a fragile basis of support was only too likely to imitate his uncle and plunge Europe back into war. Furthermore, with the general defeat of the 1848 revolutions, Britain was left as the only defender of liberty in Europe. But how secure was the future of liberty and social progress in Britain itself? Dickens dedicated A Tale of Two Cities to Lord John Russell, the Whig prime minister between 1846 and 1852. He also reinforced this dedication by naming the hero of his story, 'Sydney Carton', a clear reference to the great Whig martyr, Algernon Sydney, who had been executed in 1683 for his defence of English liberties in the Rye House Plot against the oncoming Catholic tyranny of James II. Like Russell, Dickens believed in active reforming government, both to improve the standard of life of the people, and in particular to provide them with education, and abroad to police the abolition of the slave trade and support the principle of liberal government.
But after 1848, Russell had found himself thwarted by a change in the climate of opinion. Anxiety about Chartism and Revolution gave way to complacency and self-congratulation, immortalized in Mr Podsnap. There was no longer energetic support for active reforming government. Instead, public opinion concurred in believing that taxes could and should be further reduced, since Britain's liberal principles would triumph without any active intervention on the part of government.
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A Tale of Two Cities was therefore intended as a warning. Britain could suffer the fate of France in 1789, not because of loss of faith, but because of a laissez faire complacency, lethargy and the lack of any will to engage in serious reform. As Dickens wrote to the radical and archaeologist A. H. Layard in 1855, There is nothing in the present time at once so galling and so alarming to me as the alienation of the people from their own public affairs. I have no difficulty in understanding it. They have had so little to do with the Game through all these years of Parliamentary Reform, that they have sullenly laid down their cards and taken to looking on . . . And I believe the discontent to be so much the worse for smouldering instead of blazing openly, that it is extremely like the general mind of France before the breaking out of the first Revolution, and is in danger of being turned by any one of a thousand accidents -a bad harvest -the last straw too much of aristocratic insolence or incapacity -a defeat abroad -a mere chance at home -into such a Devil of a conflagration as has never been beheld since.
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Ã Ã Ã I have tried in this lecture to compare the ways in which the historical and political significance of revolutionary violence was explained and assessed by three of the most powerful writers and historical observers of the nineteenth century -all, as it happens, living within a few miles of each other in London in the 1850s. The great strength of the account put forward by Carlyle, and to some extent followed by Marx at least in relation to the Revolution of 1789, was that it grasped the undeniably world-changing significance of the actions of the crowd. As Marx put it in Capital, force was 'the mid-wife of every old society, pregnant with a new one'. 89 It was 'the instrument with the aid of which every social movement forces its way through and shatters the dead fossilised political forms'.
But the danger of such an approach, particularly when generalized by Marx, was its assumption that there was a general equation between revolution and progress, and that the putative long-term social effects of the action of collectivities could be divorced from their immediate and individual human costs. The indecisive and often disenchanting experience of the 1848 revolutions undermined, for many, the sense that revolution of itself provided a royal road to progress, even if it reinforced, for a few, the notion that violent change was necessary and must be organized.
After the gargantuan scale on which revolutionary violence was practised in the twentieth century, the view espoused by Dickens and the English radicals of the 1790s -often then dismissed as naive and apolitical -may now be seen to have more to be said for it. Revolutions as revolts of the people against manifest injustice and oppression have justification. But that justification consists in the fact that the anger, which emanated from 'the cold, dirt, sickness, ignorance and want' produced by an oppressive or tyrannical regime, could find no other expression except in violence and a cycle of revenge. In this perspective, revolution is sometimes a regrettable necessity, but understandable though it may be there is no redemptive value in violence in itself. Is then revolution still to be automatically associated with progress? In the light of twentieth-century experience, we might prefer the more interrogative note adopted by the lowly seamstress in her last remarks to Carton, before facing the guillotine. 'I am not unwilling to die, if the Republic which is to do so much good to us poor, will profit by my death, but I do not know how that can be.' Measures of injustice, systems of confiscation and plunder, proscriptions, insurrections, the murder of a king, the murder of each other, the destruction of a large part of the population, of a whole town, of the inhabitants of a whole district or province, all these outrages on humanity were always announced to the public and to the world, as acts of patriotism in the actors, as necessary to the Revolution, as evils that would be compensated by the future
